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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of this application are 
respectfully requested. Claims 1-22 remain in this application 
and, as amended herein, are submitted for the Examiner's 
reconsideration. 

In the Office Action, the specification was objected 
to because of informalities. 

Claims 12 and 20 have been amended. Support for these 
changes is found, e.g., at Fig. 8, page 23 lines 5-9, and 
page 24 lines 9-10 of the specification. 

The Examiner also contends that the disclosure lacks 
support for the claim term "authenticating device". Support for 
this term is found, e.g., at page 15 lines 16-17 of the 
specification which describes SAM units 9a and 9b as being 
examples of such a device. 

The Examiner also contends that the disclosure lacks 
support of the claim terms "random value", "first random value", 
and "second random value". However, the Examiner subsequently 
asserts to the contrary that the terms "first random value" and 
"second random value" map onto values Ra and Rb, respectively. 
(See page 3 of the Office Action.) Applicants request that the 
Examiner resolve these two seemingly contradictory assertions. 

For the Examiner's convenience, Applicants note that 
steps ST51-ST57 and ST60-63 of Figs. 21-22 illustrate an example 
of the steps set forth in claims 1, 13, and 20, whereas 
steps ST58-ST61 and ST63-64 of Figs. 21-22 illustrate an example 
of the steps set forth in claims 3, 12 and 21. 

Claims 16, 21, and 22 were objected to because of 
informalities and have been amended to correct same. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, and 10-22 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 

Claims 18 and 22 have been amended to correct the 
informalities . 
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The Examiner contends that "no where in the 
specification is [the authenticating] device disclosed/' 
However, as pointed out above, support for this term is found, 
e.g., at page 15 lines 16-17 of the specification. 

The Examiner also purports to have "no idea what 
applicant is mapping 'random value' to." However, as noted 
previously, steps ST58-ST61 and ST63-64 of Figs. 21-22 

illustrate an example of the steps set forth in claims 3, 12 
and 21 in which the term "random value" maps onto Rb . 

Applicants therefore submit that claims 1-4, 6-8, 
and 10-22 are in full compliance with the requirements of 
35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. 

Claims 2 and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 
Claims 2 and 19 have been amended to more clearly show that the 
claims cover statutory subject matter. Therefore, Applicants 
submit that claims 2 and 19 are in full compliance with the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

Turning now to the art rejections, claims 1-22 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishioka (U.S. Patent No. 6, 240, 517) in view of Boerbert (U.S. 
Patent No. 5, 272, 754) and further in view of Tsubakiyama (U.S. 
Patent No. 5, 345, 506) . Applicants submit that the claims are 
patentably distinguishable over the relied on sections of the 
references . 

As an example, claim 1 recites: 

decrypting the encrypted first random value at 
the authenticating device using the first encryption 
process and the second authentication use data to 
obtain the first random value [ . ] 

(Emphasis added.) Neither the relied on sections of Nishioka, 
the relied on sections of Boerbert, nor the relied on sections 
of Tsubakiyama disclose or suggest decrypting the encrypted 
first random value at the authenticating device using the first 
encryption process to obtain the first random value . Moreover, 
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neither the relied on sections of Nishioka, the relied on 
sections of Boerbert, nor the relied on sections of Tsubakiyama 
disclose or suggest decrypting the encrypted first random value 
at the authenticating device using the second authentication use 
data to obtain the first random value . 

The Examiner acknowledges that Nishioka does not teach 
this feature but contends that Tsubakiyama does and relies on 
column 3 lines 66-68 of Tsubakiyama. However, such sections 
merely describe decrypting an encrypted value E s ± (r c ) (which was 
obtained by encrypting a random value r c with an encrypting 
function using an authentication key S±) with a decrypting 
function E" 1 ( ) that uses the authentication key S±. (See boxes 3 
and 4 of Fig.l, and col. 3 11.43-51.) Namely, these sections 
describe decrypting an encrypted value, which was encrypted with 
a first encryption process using a first authentication key , 
with a second encryption process that uses the first 
authentication key to obtain the first random value . This 
section is not at all concerned with decrypting an encrypted 
value with a first encryption process to obtain the first random 
value and is not at all concerned with decrypting an encrypted 
value using a second authentication key to obtain the first 
random value . 

Moreover, such sections of Tsubakiyama describe 
decrypting an encrypted value E rc (E S i (r u ) ) (which was obtained by 
encrypting a random value r u with the encrypting function using 
the authentication key S± and then further encrypting the result 
with the encrypting function using the random value r c ) with the 
encrypting function E() using the authentication key Si and then 
with the encrypting function E() using the random value r c . (See 
boxes 6 and 7 of Fig.l, and col. 3 11.53-60 and 66-68.) Namely, 
these sections describe decrypting an encrypted value (i) with 
the first encryption process using the first authentication key 
followed by (ii) the first encryption process using the second 
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authentication key to obtain the first random value . That is, 
the first random value can only be obtained using both the first 
authentication key and the second authentication key . 

The relied on sections of Boerbert do not overcome 
these deficiencies . 

Claim 1 also calls for: 

encrypting the first random value at the 
authenticating device using a second encryption 
process and the second authentication use data to 
generate a further encrypted value [ . ] 

(Emphasis added.) Neither the relied on sections of Nishioka, 
the relied on sections of Boerbert, nor the relied on sections 
of Tsubakiyama disclose or suggest encrypting the first random 
value at the authenticating device using a second encryption 
process . 

As described above, such sections of Tsubakiyama 
simply describe encrypting with a first encryption process using 
a first authentication key and describe encrypting with a first 
encryption process using a second authentication key. (See 
boxes 3, 4, 6, and 7 of Fig.l, and col . 3 11.43-51 and 53-60.) 
The relied on sections of Tsubakiyama are not at all concerned 
with encrypting with a second encryption process . 

Neither the relied-on sections of Boerbert nor the 
relied on sections of Nishioka overcome the deficiencies of the 
relied-on sections of Tsubakiyama. 

It follows, for at least these reasons, that neither 
the relied on sections of Nishioka, the relied on sections of 
Boerbert, nor the relied on sections of Tsubakiyama, whether 
taken alone or in combination, disclose or suggest the method 
set out in claim 1. Claim 1 is therefore patentably distinct 
and unobvious over the relied on references. 

Independent claims 2, 3, 11-13, and 19-20 each call 

for features similar to those set out in the above excerpts of 

claim 1. Claims 2, 3, 11-13, and 19-20 are therefore each 
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patentably distinct and unobvious over the relied on sections of 
Nishioka, Boerbert, and Tsubakiyama at least for the same 
reasons . 

Claims 4-10 and 21 depend from claim 3, and 
claims 14-18 and 22 depend from claim 13. Therefore, each of 
these claims is distinguishable over the relied on sections of 
Nishioka, Boerbert, and Tsubakiyama at least for the same 
reasons as its parent claim. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the 
withdrawal of the Examiner's objections and the withdrawal of 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 103(a), and 
112, second paragraph. 

In view of the above, each of the presently pending 
claims in this application is believed to be in immediate 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is 

respectfully requested to withdraw the outstanding rejection of 
the claims and to pass this application to issue. If, however, 
for any reason the Examiner does not believe that such action 
can be taken at this time, it is respectfully requested that the 
Examiner telephone applicants' attorney at (908) 654-5000 in 
order to overcome any additional objections which the Examiner 
might have. 
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If there are any additional charges in connection with 
this requested amendment, the Examiner is authorized to charge 
Deposit Account No. 12-1095 therefor. 



Dated: March 4, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

Electronic signature: /Lawrence 
E. Russ/ 

Lawrence E. Russ 

Registration No.: 35,342 
LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG, 

KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP 
600 South Avenue West 
Westfield, New Jersey 07090 
(908) 654-5000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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